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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set for in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was 
filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 
CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 12/8/06 has been entered. 

Claims 1-20 have been presented for examination in this application. In response to the 
last office action, claims 1,8,15 have been amended. As the result, claims l-20are now pending 
in this application. 

Claims 1-20 are rejected. 

Applicant's arguments filed 12/8/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejections from the previous office action are respectfully maintained, 
with changes as needed to address the amendments. 

Specification Objection 
Specification's page 8 line 16 "dues to the clock circle" should be replace with - dues to 
the clock cycle-. 

Appropriated correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,3-8,10-16,18-20 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stoye (US 6754899) in view of Waldspurger et al (US 6725289) and further in view of Boudreau 
et al (US 4493036). 

As in claim 1, Stoye discloses a data access apparatus comprising: an external memory 
unit for storing data (Stoye's column 2 lines 25-30, external memory, Fig 1: #16), wherein the 
external memory unit has a second time cycle for performing a task; and a control unit couples 
with the external memory unit via a memory bus (Stoye's Fig 1: #1 1 IOP corresponding to the 
claim's control unit, coupling to Fig 1: #14 memory bus), comprising: a microprocessor unit, 
having a first time cycle to perform a microprocessor operating (Stoye's Fig 1 : #12 PP protocol 
processor, operating at a first clock cycle, requiring to synchronizing its operations with memory 
that operating at a second clock cycle, see Stoye's column 1 line 65 to column 2 line 3); and 

Stoye's column 1 lines 20-25 discloses the microprocessor can issue an access command 
to access its code and data stored in a memory Fig 1 : 15. Obviously, the microprocessor must 
have a memory interface unit to handle accessing to the memory through the bus (i.e requesting 
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the access, providing addresses for data being access, handling bus protocol etc.). Stove does not 
expressly disclose the claim's aspect of "the internal data access address". However, 
Waldspurger discloses a well known address mapping method in which a request to access 
memory is simply issued in a virtual address to access a data structure for a program running in a 
processor (corresponding to the claim's issuing the internal address to access internal 
data/structures). This virtual address/data structure is transformed/mapping into physical memory 
address/ physical data stored in various memory storage devices (i.e mapping to on chip RAM 
cache, off chip SDRAM main memory, non-volatile external storages such as disks tape etc; 
corresponding to the claim's transforming an internal access address into data address of the 
external memory unit). This mapping is easily done by a software module (see Walspurger's 
column 6 lines 15-25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to include the address mapping as suggested by Walspurger in Stoye's system 
thereby a user can access to memory using virtual address pages and do not have to concern on 
how this memory space is mapped into physical memory devices (see Walspurger's column 6 
lines 11-14); 

wherein the external memory unit has a data segment storing a flow control 
parameters and numerical arithmetic of the microprocessor operating (Stoye's column 1 lines 
22-23, common memory segment that includes PP cod and data, flow table etcc), 

when the microprocessor unit is going to access the data segment storing flow 
control parameters and numerical arithmetic from the external memory unit (Stoye's column 
1 lines 22-25, PP access the code, data , flow tables) an access request signal issued from the 
control unit associating with the microprocessor unit against another device for accessing the 
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external memory unit is directed to the external memory unit and the first time cycle is 
suspended (Stoye's column 1 lines 43-51 discloses a situation in which the PP (corresponding to 
claim's microprocessor) and IOP (corresponding to the claim's another device) access the 
shared/common memory; the IOP will be allowed to access the common memory while PP must 
continue to wait. Thus Stoye's clearly teaches that during the time IOP accessing data in the 
common memory, even if the PP requests for access is issued by the PP and 
forwarding/directing to the common memory, the PP would not be allowed and it must 
wait/suspended until the IOP complete accessing the common memory, otherwise loss of data 
may result (see Stoye's column 1 lines 48-51; corresponding to the claim's "an access request 
signal issued from the control unit .. against another device., is directed (i.e forwarding) to the 
external memory.." ) Stoye does not expressly disclose the claim's aspect of an acknowledged 
signal. However, Boudreau discloses a system of multiple I/O controllers (Boudreau's Fig 1: 
#103, #104), sharing a main memory (Boudreau's Fig 1 : #1 10) with a processor (Boudreau's Fig 
1 : #101), and the associated prioritize circuit to arbitrate memory access requests from these 
processor, controllers and refresh logic (Boudreau's column 1 lines 36-50). This prioritize circuit 
provides a signal MEBUSY to the CPU (corresponding to the claim's acknowledge signal) to 
indicates when CPU may access the data in the memory. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include the prioritize circuit and memory busy 
signal as suggested by Boudreau in Stoye's system thereby allowing the memory arbitrating the 
requests in an automatically manner, on the behalf of the CPU, Boudreau's column 12 lines 40- 
57). 
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As in claim 3, the claim recites wherein the first time cycle is revived from suspending 
when the second time cycle is finished. The claim rejected based on the same rationale as of 
claim 1." 

As in claim 4, the claim recites wherein the duration suspending the first time cycle is a 
time when the external memory unit finishes a current task. The claim rejected based on the 
same rationale as of claim 1. Boudreau's column 12 lines 40-57 disclose the MEBUSY signal 
suspends the CPU's memory access until it completes the current memory access. 

As in claim 5, Boudreau's column 1 lines 42-50 disclose wherein the external memory 
unit is dynamic random access memory. 

As in claim 6, the claim recites wherein a capacity of the data segment of the external 
memory unit is smaller that a capacity of the external memory unit. Stoye's column 1 lines 21-25 
discloses the external memory contains segments that store PP processor codes, data, data 
buffers, multiple data structures, multiple flow tables and data structures shared by the IOP and 
the PP processors. Therefore, the external memory not only contains data segments 
corresponding to the PP processor, but it also contain data buffers for IOP processor such that 
IOP processor can use to store data being received from an external peripheral device (see 
Stoye's column 1 lines 40-43). 

As in claim 7, the claim recites wherein data access apparatus could be applied to an 
optical-electronic system and which is selected from CD-ROM, CD-RW, CD-RW,DVD+/-Rom, 
DVD+/-RW. Stoye discloses a data access method for a device comprises of an internal 
processor (Stoye's Fig 1 : PP processor), an IOP processor to receive an external data stream 
from a peripherals device (Stoye's Fig 1 : dev) and storing in a shared memory (Stoye's Fig 1 : 
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#16 main memory has data buffers to receive this external data stream). The main memory 
further contains data segments corresponding to the internal processor PP. Stoye teaches that 
this device can be used as the peripherals device controller to communicate with other 
peripherals devices. Furthermore, the peripheral device controller by definition includes hard 
disk drive, tape drive, and optical-magnetic drive such as CD-ROM etc.. Therefore, Stoye clearly 
suggest this device controller could be applied to an optical-electronic system as claimed. 

Claims 8,1 5 rejected based on the same rationale as of claim 1 . 

Claims 10, 1 8 rejected based on the same rationale as of claim 3. 

Claims 11,19 rejected based on the same rationale as of claim 4. 

Claim 12 rejected based on the same rationale as of claim 5. 

Claim 13 rejected based on the same rationale as of claim 6. 

Claims 14,20 rejected based on the same rationale as of claim 7. 

Claim 16 rejected based on the same rationale as of claim 1 . 

Claims 2,9,17 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stoye (US 
6754899), Waldspurger et al (US 6725289), Boudreau et al (US 4493036) as applied to claims 
1,8,15 and in view of Gappisch et al (US 2003/0033490). 

As in claim 2, the claim recites wherein the first time cycle is much longer than the 
second time cycle. Stoye and Boudreau do not expressly disclose the memory cycle time "second 
cycle time" is longer than the processor cycle time "first cycle time". However, it is commonly 
known in the art that the processors are running at a higher clock frequency than the clock 
frequency of the memory device. Gappisch 5 s discloses a system comprises multiple processors 
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(Gappisch's Fig 3: CPU_A, CPU_B) that share a memory device (Gappisch's Fig 3: #Flash 
memory array), the processors are running at higher clock frequency that that of the memory 
device (Gappisch's Fig 2: CLK_A, CLK_A and access frequency of memory device TaccFlash). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include 
the synchronizing circuit as suggested by Gappisch in Stoye's system thereby allowing each 
CPU can synchronizing with the share memory device independently, thereby further increase 
overall throughput of a system having multiple processing elements, see Gappisch's paragraphs 
26,27). 

Claims 9,17 rejected based on the same rationale as of claim 2. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments in response to the last office action has been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Examiner respectfully traverses Applicant's arguments for the following 
reasons: 

Regarding remarks on pages 6-7 for the claims 1,3-8,10-16,18-20 under 103(a), 
A) The amended claims 1 ,8,1 5 that includes "internal data access address" and 
"transform the internal data access address into a data address of the external memory unit" 
appears to recites the address mapping technique that is well known in the art. That is a memory 
request from user-level application is issued in its own internal virtual memory address space. A 
software code subsequently transforms/maps and stored into various memory storage devices (i.e 
mapping to on chip RAM cache, off chip SDRAM main memory, non- volatile external storages 
such as disks tape etc; corresponding to the claim's transforming an internal access address into 
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data address of the external memory unit). This mapping is easily done by a software module 
(see Walspurger's column 6 lines 15-25). 

B) Applicant argues that Stoye's does not teach the claim's limitation "when the 
microprocessor.. access ..the external memory unit, an access request signal issued.. directed to 
the external memory., first time cycle is suspended". The claim limitation appears to describes a 
situation when microprocessor requests to access the external memory, the request is 
forwarding/directing by circuitry in the control unit to the external memory, assuming the 
memory is busy with servicing another device, the microprocessor is suspended..". See 
Specification's page 8 lines 4-7 for supporting disclosure of the claim's limitation. 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. Stoye's column 43-51 clearly teach that if the PP is 
trying to access the common memory even during the time IOP accessing data in the 
common memory, the PP would not be allowed and it must wait/suspended until the IOP 
complete accessing the common memory, otherwise loss of data (i.e IOP's accessing data) may 
result. 

Conclusion 

When responding to the office action, Applicant is advised to provide the examiner with 
the line numbers and page numbers in the application and/or references cited to assist examiner 
to locate the appropriate paragraphs. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Due T. Doan whose telephone number is 571-272-4171 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00 AM 05:00 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hyung S. Sough can be reached on 571-272-6799. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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